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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS. 

WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

I) S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 05 July 2006 , 

2a)l3 This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Clalm(s) 21-40 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 21-40 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)\Z\ accepted or bjD objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

I I) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 . □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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L Drawings 

1. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR L83(a). The drawings must show every feature of 

the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, zq being less than an average height of the 
chips of claims 24 & 34 must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the 'claim(s). No new 
matter should be entered. 

2. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the 

Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended 
drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the 
appropriate figure must be removed fi"om the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the 
remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description 
of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be 
necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted 
after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheef or "New Sheef pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required 
corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in 
abeyance. 
II, Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 112 

The following is a quotation from the relevant paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

(2) The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



Application/Control Number: 10/719.829 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3652 

1. Claims 24-25, 29-30, 34-35, 39-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

1.1. Claims 24 & 34 appear to be misworded. The position zo can not be less than an 
average height of the surface of the chips and agree with the limitation in parent claim 
21 that the bondhead is lowered to that position. This limitation also does not agree 
with the specification which never shows Zo less than Zm (See e.g., Fig. 5-7). 
Examiner assumes applicant is attempting to claim the situation where the bondhead 
lowers such that the gripper contacts the chip without having to raise the needle, i.e., 
while the chip is on the foil. Note however, this sequence is not shown in the 
drawings and the drawings must show every feature of the invention specified in the 
claims as discussed above. 
Ill, Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such .that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claim(s) 21-25 and 31-35 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
MIMATA (US 6,505,397 Bl) in view of LEU (US 6,648,215 B2). 

1.1. With respect to claim 21-23, and 31-33, MIMATA (Fig. la-d) shows the pickup 
mechanism with chip gripper (25) movable (cf. Fig. la- lb) in the z direction relative 
to a bondhead (21) movable in z, detaching the chip (1) from the foil (6) with a needle 
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(12). MIMATA discloses raising the chip (1) against ihe holder (25) so that the holder 
is moved upward while the bondhead remains in position (cf. Fig. la- lb). MIMATA 
fails to disclose the pneumatic damping arrangement as claimed. MIMATA, instead, 
uses a spring (27) to control the amount of compressive force that is applied to the 
chip (1) during this step and discusses selecting the spring such that the force applied 
to the chip is not excessive (Col. 1 Li. 1-3). LEU teaches a bondhead having a 
pneumatically controlled piston arrangement (Fig. 4 embodiment) where the chip 
gripper (2) is connected to a piston bearing pneumatically on the bondhead (via 
chamber 12), z movement controlled by a pressure differential or vacuum (Col. 4 Li. 
43 et seq.). It is well known that a pneumatic dampening arrangement may be 
substituted for a spring dampening arrangement. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify MIMATA with a pneumatic dampening 
arrangement in order to achieve greater control, e.g., by means of feedback and/or 
variation, over the dampening constant of the gripper, thereby enabling accurate 
application of the desired compressive force on the chip as required by the 
application. 

1.2. As best understood by examiner, claims 24-25 and 34-35 are directed to the situation 
where the gripper makes contact with the chip either before the needle is moved 
upward or absent the aid of the needle, accounting for either an accidental overshoot 
or direct picking off the foil, respectively. The MIMATA device would not be 
capable of this operation because instead of employing a vacuum suction device to 
hold the chip to the gripper, a pair of lever arms (32a/b) which hang below the chip 
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are employed. These arms (32a/b) prevent the gripper from interfacing with a chip in 
an uneievated condition, e.g., directly on the foil. The bondhead of LEU, instead 
employs a vacuum gripper technique (Fig. 4) thereby enabling direct interface with 
such a surface, and also accounting for overshoot of the bondhead (3) in order to 
prevent excessive pressure on the chip (1). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify MIMATA with the bondhead of LEU in order to 
interface directly with a planar surface, 

2. Claim(s) 26-30, and 36-40 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
MIMATA in view of LEU and further in view of KOBAYASHI (US 5,351,872 A). 

2.1. With respect to claims 26-30, and 36-40, MIMATA fails to teach the measuring and 
updating step. KOBAYASHI teaches the z position of gripper is measured and the zo 
position is updated (Col. 6 Li. 50 et seq.). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify MIMATA in view of LEU with the measuring and 
updating step bf KOBAYASHI in order to adjust for variation in the chip surface or 
gripper locations that could possibly lead to improper picking. 

IV. Response To Applicant's Arguments 

Applicant's arguments entered 7/5/06 have been fully considered. 

1. Applicant argues that KOBAYASHI does not anticipate new claims 21 & 31 because 
KOBAYASHI fails to disclose the claimed pneumatic arrangement. Examiner never asserted 
that KOBAYASHI disclosed the pneumatic arrangement as claimed so this argument is not 
ripe for discussion and is, therefore, not addressed herein. 
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2. Applicant argues that KOBAYASHI does not anticipate new claims 21 and 31 because 

KOBAYASHI fails to disclose the bondhead remaining at its position while the needles are 
pushed up. This argxmient is persuasive. This feature is, however, taught by MIMATA as 
discussed above. 

3. Applicant argues that LEU does not render claims 21 and 31 obvious because LEU is 

concerned with the problems of placing the chip as opposed to picking the chip. This 
argument is not persuasive. While it is true that LEU does describe placing the chip as 
opposed to picking it, the underlying problem that LEU addresses by the implementation of 
the pneumatic arrangement is exactly the same; controlling the amount of compressive force 
applied to a chip suspended from a bondhead when an upward force is applied to that chip. 
While LEU does not detail how the chip is picked to the bondhead, it would be obvious to 
use the needle method as described by MIMATA and admitted by applicant as standard 
practice in the art. When that needle method is combined with the bondhead of LEU, the 
result is the ability to control the compressive force on the chip during picking. The LEU 
bondhead would achieve this whether the upward force is applied by a needle, during the 
picking step, or by the substrate and adhesive during the placing step. 
V. Conclusion 

L Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant 
is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

2. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
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of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end 
of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of 
this final action. 

3. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 

disclosure. 

4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 

should be directed to Charles N. Greenhut whose telephone number is (571) 272-1517. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 7:30am - 4:00pm EST. 

5. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's supervisor, 

Eileen D. Lillis can be reached on (571) 272-6928. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

6. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access 
to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center J^EBC) at 866-217-9197 
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(toll-free). 




